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Murray said Rollins was a very dynamic 

individual that got things started. He said he 
helped fund a variety of development initia-
tives such as the Jersey Creek Project, the 
Jack Reardon Civic Center, the Hilton Gar-
den Inn/BPU Office Complex and the most re-
cent, the Weed and Seed program, which 
helps weed out criminal elements in the 
community. ‘‘He started the Human Engi-
neering Committee for Kansas and Missouri, 
which focused on getting the Weed and Seed 
program going,’’ Murray said. ‘‘The program 
helped produce positive individuals and com-
munities.’’ 

Murray said Rollins was proud of his ac-
complishment of securing grants to demolish 
drug houses. He said those areas are more se-
cure because the drug houses have been 
cleared. ‘‘When you look at the areas in the 
community that are yet redeveloped, at least 
a number of those areas are more secure be-
cause the dilapidated structures are torn 
down.’’ 

Murray said that oftentimes Rollins came 
across as a commoner. He said while he gave 
this appearance he was able to effectively 
communicate across all lines, including 
those of senators, representatives and the 
common man. 

Andy said it’s hard to believe his father is 
gone. He said it’s hard to say how his fa-
ther’s life will affect people in the future but 
he knows he will be remembered. 

Edward said his father helped countless 
amounts of people. He reached out to urban 
areas, helped black people get involved and 
showed them how to become active in their 
community. ‘‘God put him on this earth to 
do something with Wyandotte County,’’ Ed-
ward said. ‘‘He made Wyandotte County a 
positive place to live and raise kids.’’ 
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ENERGY POLICY ACT OF 2005 

SPEECH OF 

HON. DAVID WU 
OF OREGON 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday, April 21, 2005 

The House in Committee of the Whole 
House on the State of the Union had under 
consideration the bill (H.R. 6) to ensure jobs 
for our future with secure, affordable, and re-
liable energy: 

Mr. WU. Mr. Chairman, I rise in strong sup-
port to the Castle-Markey amendment to H.R. 
6, the Energy Policy Act of 2005. 

This amendment would ensure that States 
have control over whether an LNG facility is 
sited in their district. Under the energy bill, the 
Federal Energy Regulatory Commission 
(FERC) would have the sole authority to make 
decisions regarding the construction, expan-
sion and operation of LNG facilities. While the 
bill requires FERC to consult with State and 
local governments, they have no role in the 
final decision, and FERC is not required to 
consider their concerns. 

This is unconscionable. It is exactly the local 
communities who must have the final say in 
whether or not an LNG facility is built in their 
district. It is these people who must live with 
the decision either way. The Castle amend-
ment would create authority for States to have 
a say in the final decision. 

Currently, I have four proposed LNG sites in 
my district, and I have heard from many of my 
constituents about these proposals, both 

against the sites because of environmental 
concerns and because of job creation. It is ex-
actly these individuals who should get to de-
cide if an LNG plant will be sited in their com-
munity; it should not be a decision made by a 
Washington, DC based government official 
who has no connection to the site. 

This amendment would enhance the proc-
ess of selection and provide the community an 
outlet to be more involved. It is my hope that 
the local communities, State, and FERC can 
work together in deciding whether or not a 
LNG facility is good for Oregon. 

I am a strong believer in participation of all 
stakeholders when it comes to monumental 
decisions like these. I support transparency 
among the local, State, and federal govern-
ments to ensure the process is thorough and 
thoughtful. 

I strongly believe that the States should 
have authority in LNG facility sites and I urge 
my colleagues to vote for the Castle-Markey 
amendment. 
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U.S. POLICY OPTIONS FOR IRAN 

HON. BOB FILNER 
OF CALIFORNIA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday, April 27, 2005 

Mr. FILNER. Mr. Speaker, today I enter into 
the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD a report by the 
Iran Policy Committee (IPC) entitled, ‘‘U.S. 
Policy Options for Iran.’’ The IPC found that 
Iran presents a growing challenge to U.S. in-
terests and values in a number of areas. The 
report examines the U.S. policy options for ad-
dressing these concerns and calls for change 
in Iran based on internal Iranian opposition. 

We need to foster greater awareness and 
dialogue in Congress about this critical situa-
tion. To that end, I urge my colleagues to re-
view this report and join me developing an ef-
fective U.S. policy on Iran. 

U.S. POLICY OPTIONS FOR IRAN 

PREPARED BY: IRAN POLICY COMMITTEE (IPC) 

CO-CHAIRS 

Ambassador James Akins, (ret.) 
Lt. Col. Bill Cowan, USMC (ret.), CEO, 

wvc3, inc. 
Paul Leventhal, Founder and President 

Emeritus, Nuclear Control Institute 
Dr. Neil Livingstone, CEO, Global Options, 

Inc. 
Bruce McColm, President, Institute for 

Democratic Strategies and Former Presi-
dent, International Republican Institute 

Lt. General (ret.) Thomas McInerney 
Former Assistant Vice Chief of Staff of the 
Air Force 

Captain Chuck Nash (ret.) President, 
Emerging Technologies International 

Lt. General Edward Rowny (ret.) Former 
Ambassador Strategic Arms Reduction Talks 

Professor Raymond Tanter Former Staff 
Member, National Security Council 

Major General (ret.) Paul Vallely, Military 
Committee Chairman, Center for Security 
Policy 

Executive Director: Clare Lopez Strategic 
Policy and Intelligence Analyst 

U.S. POLICY OPTIONS FOR IRAN: EXECUTIVE 
SUMMARY 

Iran poses six threats to American inter-
ests and ideals: 

Drive to acquire nuclear weapons. 
Continuing support for and involvement 

with terrorist networks. 
Aid to groups working against the Arab- 

Israel peace process. 
Disruptive role in Iraq. 
Expansionist radical ideology. 
Denial of basic human rights to its own 

population. 
With respect to these threats from Iran, 

Washington circles largely divide between 
two alternatives—those who favor engage-
ment with and those who support military 
strikes against the regime Few favor regime 
change as an end in itself. 

While the Bush administration does not 
yet explicitly call for changing the regime, 
it advocates working with the Iranian people 
as opposed to the unelected theocracy in 
Tehran, which is an implicit policy of regime 
change. 

By calling for change in Tehran based on 
the Iranian opposition instead of the U.S. 
military, the Iran Policy Committee (IPC) 
highlights a third alternative: Keep open dip-
lomatic and military options, while pro-
viding a central role for the Iranian opposi-
tion to facilitate regime change. 

IPC joins the debate in Washington over 
Iran policy initiated by think tank reports 
on Iran—Council on Foreign Relations 
(CFR), The Committee on the Present Dan-
ger (CPD), and The Washington Institute for 
Near East Policy (TWI). In contrast to the 
thrust of such reports, IPC suggests that Ira-
nian opposition groups ought to play a cen-
tral role in U.S. policymaking regarding 
Iran. 

Comprised of former officials who have 
worked on the Middle East in the White 
House, State Department, Pentagon, intel-
ligence agencies, Congress, and experts from 
think tanks and universities, IPC welcomes 
the occasion to support the Iranian people in 
pursuit of U.S. national interests. But con-
tinued designation since 1997 of the main Ira-
nian opposition group, Mujahedeen e-Khalq 
(MEK), as a foreign terrorist organization by 
the State Department assures Tehran that 
regime change is off the table. Removing the 
MEK’s terrorist designation would be a tan-
gible signal to Tehran and to the Iranian 
people that a new option is implicitly on the 
table—regime change. 

U.S. POLICY OPTIONS FOR IRAN 

INTRODUCTION 

‘‘ . . . liberty in our land depends on the suc-
cess of liberty in other lands . . . . So it is the 
policy of the United States to seek and sup-
port the growth of democratic movements 
and institutions in every nation and cul-
ture.—President George W. Bush, Inaugural 
Address, 20 January 2005. 

‘‘As you stand for liberty, America stands 
with you.’’—President George W. Bush, State 
of the Union Address, 2 February 2005. 

Using the theme of liberty in general from 
his Inaugural Address, President Bush refers 
directly to the Iranian people in his State of 
the Union Address. In so doing, he tacitly 
‘‘targets’’ the regime in Tehran. 

The question is what means should the 
President use to decrease threats posed by 
Iran: 

Continued negotiations, including positive 
and negative incentives. 

Future military action. 
Support for the Iranian opposition. 
These options are neither mutually exclu-

sive nor logically exhaustive; but they do re-
flect courses of action being considered in 
Washington. 

Because the Iranian regime’s policies pose 
direct threats to national security interests 
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and ideals of the United States Government 
(USG) and those of its allies and friends, Iran 
is on the front burner of American foreign 
policy. 

Consider these six Iranian threats to U.S. 
interests and ideals: 

Drive to acquire nuclear weapons. 
Continuing support for and involvement 

with terrorist networks. 
Aid to groups working against the Arab- 

Israel peace process. 
Disruptive role in Iraq. 
Expansionist radical ideology. 
Denial of basic human rights to its own 

population. 
The Iran Policy Committee (IPC) analyzes 

these dangers and makes recommendations 
to meet them. It is not the intention of the 
IPC to duplicate analysis already receiving 
consideration in policymaking circles; rath-
er, this policy paper offers a distinct perspec-
tive and recommends a course of action that 
is different in key aspects from what has 
been proposed to date. IPC seeks to build 
upon the President’s disposition to work 
with the Iranian people by broadening op-
tions for American policymakers regarding 
Iran. 

For too long, Washington has been divided 
between those who favor engagement with 
and those who support military strikes 
against the Iranian regime. The Committee 
stresses the potential for a third alternative: 
Keep open diplomatic and military options, 
while providing a central role for the Iranian 
opposition to facilitate regime change. 

President Bush’s 2005 State of the Union 
Address ignores the leadership in Iran in 
order to converse directly with Iranian peo-
ple. And it is not his first time doing so; in-
deed, the President’s radio address of Decem-
ber 2002 began the process of having a con-
versation with the people instead of diplo-
matic discourse with the regime. 

The IPC urges the administration to ac-
knowledge the threat posed to American na-
tional security interests by the totalitarian 
theocracy in Tehran and to adopt a policy 
that proactively steps forward to defend 
those interests. 

Furthermore, the IPC believes that Wash-
ington should support the Iranian people in 
their efforts to participate meaningfully in a 
representative government that is responsive 
to their concerns; implicit in such support is 
the recognition that the Iranian people have 
the right to choose and change their own 
government, as they see fit. 

IPC joins the debate in Washington over 
Iran policy initiated by think tank reports 
on Iran—Council on Foreign Relations 
(CFR), The Committee on the Present Dan-
ger (CPD), and The Washington Institute for 
Near East Policy (TWI). In contrast to the 
thrust of such reports, IPC suggests that Ira-
nian opposition groups ought to play a cen-
tral role in U.S. policymaking regarding 
Iran. 

Themes running through these think tank 
reports include the following reasons for dis-
satisfaction with American policy toward 
Iran. Critics hold that U.S. policy is not well 
articulated because of bureaucratic dif-
ferences; there are too many or too few car-
rots in relation to sticks; and American pol-
icy is not linked enough with Europe’s ap-
proach to Iran. The reports view the threat 
of sanctions and force as well as the promise 
of diplomacy as complementary tools in the 
Western arsenal. At issue is the mix between 
negative and positive incentives, a formula 
for which there is little accord among trans-
atlantic partners. 

While some place the burden on Wash-
ington to resolve Iran’s nuclear proliferation 
activities and its state sponsored inter-
national terrorism, few place that responsi-
bility directly on the Iranian people. With 

the possible exception of the CPD, there is 
too little acknowledgment of a role for Ira-
nians in general and groups opposed to the 
regime in particular. 

As a result, there is a niche for the Iran 
Policy Committee to address Iranian threats 
from the perspective of encouraging the peo-
ple to be principal agents change. Without 
the active participation of Iranians, more-
over, regime change from the outside is un-
likely to succeed. 

En route to her first overseas mission to 
Europe on February 3, 2005, Secretary of 
State Condoleeza Rice held that the Iranian 
people should have a chance to ‘‘change their 
own future,’’ a statement IPC considers as a 
euphemism for regime change. 

Summing up the U.S. government’s prin-
cipal concerns with respect to Iran, Rice fur-
ther stated that, ‘‘The goal of the adminis-
tration is to have a regime in Iran that is re-
sponsive to concerns that we have about 
Iran’s policies, which are about 180 degrees 
antithetical to our own interests at this 
point.’’ 

While the debate in Washington concerns 
whether to make explicit its tacit policy of 
regime change for Iran, the debate in the re-
gion is the race between two clocks—a diplo-
matic and a nuclear timepiece. 

On one hand, at issue is whether negotia-
tions can slow down Tehran’s march toward 
nuclear weapons status before Iran acquires 
such status. The Committee holds that the 
diplomacy is moving too slowly in relation 
to nuclear weapons progress. 

On the other hand, unless working with the 
Iranian people rapidly leads to regime 
change in Tehran, the pace of nuclear weap-
ons development might leave Washington 
with what he Committee believes is the least 
desirable option of waging military strikes 
against Iran. 

IRAN’S NUCLEAR WEAPONS PROGRAM 
Regarding impact in the region, the nature 

of the regime in Tehran is of greater import 
than its nuclear weapons capability: An Iran 
with representative institutions with a nu-
clear weapons capability would not be as de-
stabilizing as nuclear weapons in the hands 
of the unelected, expansionist theocracy. 
The best outcome is a freely-elected, rep-
resentative government without nuclear 
weapons; only with such a government would 
such an outcome be possible. 

The nightmare scenario is that a nuclear 
weapons capability in the hands of an ag-
gressive and repressive regime in Tehran 
raises the possibility that it could and would 
collaborate with transnational networks to 
carry out nuclear terrorism. In any event, of 
the six critical threats posed by Iran, its 
drive to acquire nuclear weapons is the first 
and most urgent. 

According to June 2004 testimony by Un-
dersecretary of State for Arms Control and 
International Security, John Bolton, defense 
experts in the United States strongly believe 
that Iran has a clandestine program to 
produce nuclear weapons. Speaking in Janu-
ary 2005, moreover, Bolton told reporters 
that Iran’s repeated support for terrorism 
makes it particularly dangerous if Tehran 
were to acquire nuclear weapons. 

There have been new revelations about the 
rapid pace of Iran’s nuclear weapons progress 
since 2002. It is known that Iran is devel-
oping its indigenous uranium mines; has 
built a uranium conversion facility at 
Isfahan in central Iran; is building a massive 
uranium enrichment facility at Natanz, 
which is designed to house tens of thousands 
of centrifuges plus numerous centrifuge pro-
duction workshops, a heavy water produc-
tion plant at Arak, and a laser enrichment 
facility. 

Revelations by diplomatic sources on Feb-
ruary 3, 2005 suggest that Iran is testing 

components of its centrifuge rotors, despite 
a November 2004 pledge to freeze all such ac-
tivities related to enrichment. That pledge 
led to an agreement among Iran’s European 
interlocutors and the International Atomic 
Energy Agency (IAEA) to put a hold on U.S. 
attempts to report Iran to the UN Security 
Council for violations of the Treaty on the 
Non Proliferation of Nuclear Weapons (NPT). 
The new revelations deal a serious blow to 
any hopes that Iran intends to forego ura-
nium enrichment en route to a nuclear weap-
ons capability. 

In separate developments on February 3, a 
spokesman for the main Iranian opposition 
group charged that Iran has obtained mate-
rials and expertise to make neutron 
initiators (‘‘triggers’’) for an atomic bomb. A 
senior official of the National Council of Re-
sistance of Iran (NCRI), speaking in Paris, 
cited secret sources inside Iran’s nuclear de-
velopment programs. This person accused 
Tehran of conducting a secret program to de-
velop a nuclear triggering mechanism using 
smuggled materials. He claimed that Iran 
has produced or purchased from abroad quan-
tities of polonium-210 and beryllium, two 
elements required for building a ‘‘neutron 
initiator,’’ which is an integral part of a nu-
clear bomb. 

The facility where this work allegedly is 
taking place is a military installation on the 
outskirts of Tehran, known as Lavizan II. 
Remarkably, the IAEA has not inspected 
Lavizan II yet, nor does it appear to be press-
ing for inspections there, despite the site 
first being identified by the NCRI in Novem-
ber 2004. 

The NCRI has been instrumental in expos-
ing Iran’s secret nuclear facilities in the 
past. By relying on its network inside Iran of 
a member organization, the Mujahedeen e- 
Khalq (MEK), the NCRI revealed a number of 
significant nuclear sites including Natanz, 
Arak, Ab-Ali, and Lavizan. 

Despite the fact that Iran is a signatory to 
the NPT, Tehran has repeatedly violated its 
provisions and continues to play fast and 
loose with IAEA efforts to monitor compli-
ance. The regime appears to be counting on 
the apparently inexhaustible patience of the 
IAEA and the Europeans, who have agreed to 
compromise after compromise with Iran, to 
avoid having the issue brought before the 
United Nations (UN) Security Council, as 
pursued by the United States. The longer 
this negotiation takes, the more time Iran 
has to engage in covert activities, enabling 
it to acquire fissile materials to build and 
test nuclear weapons. 

In other words, time is on Iran’s side. The 
world cannot wait for proof ‘‘beyond a rea-
sonable doubt’’ of an Iranian bomb. The risks 
of delay are too high. The international com-
munity should be prepared to act on the re-
cent discoveries of evidence of weapons-re-
lated nuclear activities. Discoveries over the 
past two years, along with the revelations by 
Iranian opposition groups that Iran is devel-
oping a nuclear trigger, constitute ‘‘clear 
and present evidence’’ of illicit activities 
that, unless halted, may lead to bomb-mak-
ing. 

The general view among the experts is 
that, if left undeterred, Iran is only one to 
three years away from producing a nuclear 
bomb. Indeed, there are reports from a secret 
meeting that Supreme Leader Ayatollah Ali 
Khamenei has ordered technicians to accel-
erate Iran’s nuclear program in order to 
achieve nuclear weapons status by the end of 
2005. 

There is a notion in certain policy circles 
that, if Iran feels threatened, the hard-line 
clerics will be further induced to go nuclear. 
They propose offering additional security as-
surances to Iran as an incentive to convince 
it to give up its nuclear weapons program. 
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Given the nature and behavior of the regime, 
the more plausible argument is that unless 
they feel threatened, the Iranian clerical rul-
ers will continue their nuclear weapons pro-
gram on the assumption they can get away 
with it. Only the prospect of severe con-
sequences threatening the very existence of 
the regime could induce them to forego nu-
clear weapons out of fear of the con-
sequences. 

NUCLEAR DELIVERY SYSTEMS: THE IRANIAN 
MISSILE PROGRAM 

Iran possesses one of the largest missile in-
ventories in the Middle East. It has acquired 
complete missile systems and developed an 
infrastructure to build missiles indige-
nously. During military exercises held in 
September 2004, the Iranian Revolutionary 
Guards successfully test-fired a ‘‘strategic 
missile,’’ likely the Shahab-3 rocket, which 
reportedly has a range of up to 2,000 kilo-
meters and is capable of carrying a 760–1,000 
kilogram warhead. The Revolutionary 
Guards is officially armed with the Shahab- 
3 missiles. 

Taken in combination with Iran’s drive to 
achieve a nuclear weapons capability, its 
continuing support for radical Islamist ter-
rorist groups and avowed opposition to the 
existence of Israel, Iran’s demonstrated ca-
pability to field an intercontinental ballistic 
missile raises much concern among defense 
officials of many countries. 

In December 2004, Iran’s main opposition 
coalition, the National Council of Resistance 
of Iran (NCRI), uncovered a new missile pro-
gram secretly pursued by Iran, as well as a 
program to develop a nuclear warhead. The 
new secret missile, produced at the Hemmat 
Missile Industries Complex in northeast 
Tehran, is named Ghadar, NCRI reported. 
North Korean experts are believed to be as-
sisting the Iranian program at this complex. 

The Ghadar missile may have a range of 
2,500 to 3,000 kilometers (1,550 to 1,860 miles). 
NCRI also reported that Iran has improved 
the guidance and control system of its 
Shahab-4 missiles, based on a system ac-
quired from China. 

In late January 2005, a Ukrainian legis-
lator alleged that Kiev sold nuclear-capable 
cruise missiles to Iran and China during the 
period from 1999–2001. The Kh-55 cruise mis-
sile has a range of 3,000 kilometers and is ca-
pable of carrying a 200-kiloton nuclear war-
head. 

In addition to Iran’s nuclear weapons pro-
gram and its advanced delivery system, a 
second threat posed by the regime is its sup-
port for and involvement with international 
terrorist networks. 

REGIME SUPPORT FOR INTERNATIONAL 
TERRORISM 

The Islamic Republic of Iran is the world’s 
number one state-sponsor of terror. It cre-
ated Hizballah, supports al Qaeda, Abu 
Musab al-Zarqawi in Iraq, Hamas, and Pales-
tinian Islamic Jihad (PIJ). Tehran operates 
at the heart of a network of terrorist organi-
zations engaged in murder, kidnapping, 
bombing, and other atrocities calculated to 
sap the will of the United States and the 
West to resist. 

Iran’s logistical, financial and operational 
assistance takes the form of providing ter-
rorists safehaven, travel documents such as 
passports, weapons, training and technical 
expertise. 

Information reveals a pattern of oper-
ational contacts between the Iranian govern-
ment and Osama bin Laden’s al Qaeda orga-
nization. These contacts include: joint plan-
ning of terrorist operations, military train-
ing of bin Laden operatives inside Iran and 
by Iranian IRGC and MOIS officers in Syria 
and Lebanon, financial assistance to clandes-
tine terrorist and surveillance cells, false 
passports, and communications. 

The 9/11 Commission report documented in 
great detail the logistical, operational, and 
material support provided by Iran and 
Hizballah to al Qaeda. This report, released 
in July 2004, echoes the earlier federal grand 
jury findings about links between Iran and al 
Qaeda. The Commission’s report stated that 
Iran’s support of al Qaeda dates back to 1991, 
when operatives from both sides met in 
Sudan; by 1993, ‘‘al Qaeda received advice 
and training from Hezbollah’’ in intelligence, 
security, and explosives, especially in how to 
use truck bombs. The training took place in 
the Beka’a Valley, Hizballah’s stronghold in 
Lebanon. 

According to the 9/11 commission report, 
there is strong evidence that Iran facilitated 
the transit of al Qaeda members into and out 
of Afghanistan before 9/11, and that some of 
these were future 9/11 hijackers. Iran’s sup-
port for al Qaeda has continued. 
IRAN’S OPPOSITION TO THE ARAB-ISRAEL PEACE 

PROCESS 
Tehran was instrumental in the creation of 

Lebanese Hizballah, which formed in 1982 
under the sponsorship of Iran’s Revolu-
tionary Guard Corps (IRGC), who arrived in 
Lebanon as the vanguard of Khomeini’s Is-
lamic revolution. 

Iran continues to provide Hizballah with 
money, equipment, training locations, and 
refuge from extradition. Its overall financial 
support to Hizballah and Hamas totals tens 
of millions of dollars in direct subsidies each 
year. 

IRANIAN DESIGNS IN IRAQ 
Demography and geography facilitate the 

impact of Iran’s expansionist ideology. With 
a population three times Iraq’s and a contig-
uous territory four times Iraq’s, Iran exerts 
a naturally powerful influence on its western 
neighbor. Iraq’s longest border is with Iran 
(over 900 miles), and the vast majority of the 
Iraqi population lives within a 100–mile dis-
tance from the Iranian border, placing it 
well within the sphere of Tehran’s expan-
sionist ideology. 

Shiite pilgrims began flowing once again 
after 2003 between the holy places in Iran 
and those in Iraq, especially the holy shrines 
in Najaf and Karbala. Iranian intelligence 
agents also flooded the country. They quiet-
ly and effectively set up a network of agents 
across Iraq, recruiting and training local vil-
lage people, former Iraqi military officers, 
politicians, and young men to collect intel-
ligence on Coalition forces and facilities. 

A long period of secular Ba’athist domina-
tion in Iraq punctuated by a savage eight- 
year war between Iran and Iraq countered 
Iranian political influence in the region. 
During this time, westward expansion of 
Iran’s theocratic ideology declined. With the 
April 2003 collapse of Saddam Hussein’s re-
gime and ensuing breakup of existing secu-
rity and border patrol forces, Iran seized the 
chance to spread its influence and launched 
a multifaceted military, intelligence, and po-
litical campaign in Iraq. 

Along with intelligence agents, the Iranian 
Revolutionary Guard Corps (IRGC) and the 
Ministry of Intelligence (MOIS) also sent 
suicide bombers, money, and weapons to sup-
port insurgents fighting against Coalition 
forces in Iraq. Testimony and documentary 
evidence show that officials at the highest 
level of the Iranian regime have been in-
volved with planning and providing support 
for terrorists and suicide bombers affiliated 
not only with the upstart Shiite cleric, 
Moqtada al-Sadr, but with the forces of 
wanted Jordanian terrorist and al Qaeda as-
sociate, Abu Musab al-Zarqawi, and 
Ba’athist loyalists as well. 

In late January 2004, an Iraqi terrorist 
leader captured in Falluja and accused of 
carrying out beheadings and deadly attacks, 

claimed that his group was linked to Tehran. 
In footage aired January 8, 2005 on the U.S.- 
run television channel, AI-Hurra, Ahmed 
Yassin, a leader of the Jaish Muhammed 
(Muhammed’s Army) and a former colonel in 
Saddam Hussein’s army, said two members 
of his group went to Iran in April or May, 
where they met a number of Iranian intel-
ligence officials and Iran’s Supreme Leader 
Khamenei. Iranian officials provided money, 
weapons, and even ‘‘car bombs.’’ During De-
cember 2004, the Najaf police chief said that 
the commander of three terrorists arrested 
in connection with a car bomb that exploded 
in the holy city on December 26, had exten-
sive connections to Iran’s Ministry of Intel-
ligence. 

Tehran also recruited over four thousand 
volunteers for suicide operations in Iraq in 
public ceremonies in Iran attended by promi-
nent Revolutionary Guards commanders. 

Iranian intelligence services have pumped 
millions of dollars and hundreds of 
operatives into Iraq. In a press conference in 
October 2004, Iraq’s national intelligence 
chief, Mohammed Al Shahwani, accused 
Iran’s Baghdad embassy of recruiting ele-
ments for sabotage operations and assassina-
tions of his intelligence agents. He said that 
documents showed Iran had a $45-million 
budget for sowing chaos in Iraq. At least 27 
people working in the Iranian embassy in 
Baghdad were coordinating intelligence 
gathering operations and assassinations, the 
spy chief added. 

Iranian meddling is aimed at frustrating 
the emergence of a stable and representative 
government in Iraq and also at keeping the 
United States so occupied in dealing with 
the insurgency that it would have neither 
the will nor the resources to pressure Iran on 
the nuclear issue. In the months and weeks 
leading up to national elections in January 
2005, both Iraqi President Ghazi al-Yawar 
and Jordan’s King Abdullah charged that 
Iran was heavily involved in attempting to 
influence the outcome to produce a Shiite 
dominated government similar to Iran’s. In 
an interview with the Kuwaiti daily, Al- 
Qabas on January 6, 2005, Iraqi Defense Min-
ister Hazem Shaalan accused the Iranian re-
gime of ‘‘interfering [in Iraq] with money, 
guns, and intelligence.’’ 

With the apparent success of the Iraqi elec-
tions, Iraq has now entered a new phase. 
Only a day after the January 2005 elections, 
Iranian media and web sites claimed victory, 
comparing the Shiites’ gain in the elections 
with the Iranian revolution that brought an 
Islamic system to power or with the rise of 
Hizballah in the Lebanese political scene in 
the Middle East. 

The first and most pressing post-election 
challenge is to ensure the selection of a rep-
resentative National Assembly that would 
draft a modern, broadminded constitution 
for Iraq. The aim would be to reflect Iraq’s 
Islamic soul but avoid a narrow formula for 
governance based solely on Sharia law. It is 
to be expected that Iran will seek to influ-
ence the members of the National Assembly 
and their drafting of this constitution. 

The makeup of the future interim govern-
ment is equally important and might suc-
ceed to avoid Iranian dominance by seeking 
as diverse participation as possible from all 
sectors of Iraqi society. In the transitional 
period before the constitution comes up for a 
vote and a permanent government and mili-
tary and security structure is in place, it 
will be critical to monitor Iranian efforts to 
influence the process. 

EXPANSIONIST RADICAL IDEOLOGY 
Iran’s ‘‘Velayat e-Faqih’’ system poses 

both an immediate and continuing threat to 
neighbors because of its aggressive policy of 
expansion. This policy is evident in Iranian 
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actions in Lebanon and Iraq, where cal-
culated cultivation of terrorism is an insepa-
rable characteristic of the theocratic sys-
tem. 

Export of terrorism and extremism is an 
intrinsic attribute of Iran’s theocratic sys-
tem. Tehran’s rulers believe their power lies 
in awakening the Islamic world to their 
Islamist ideology. Iran’s leadership clearly 
believes the Islamic Republic’s survival de-
pends on the support of such a global force. 

DENIAL OF BASIC HUMAN RIGHTS TO ITS OWN 
CITIZEN 

The human rights situation in Iran has de-
teriorated severely over the past year. Iron-
ically, the European Union’s ‘‘human rights 
dialogue’’ has had the opposite effect from 
that intended because the regime has contin-
ued its suppression of the Iranian citizenry. 

In December 2004, the United Nations in a 
resolution criticized Iran for public execu-
tions, arbitrary sentencing, flogging, ston-
ing, and systematic discrimination against 
women. The measure also condemned ‘‘the 
execution of minors below eighteen years of 
age, and the use of torture and other forms 
of cruel, inhuman and degrading punish-
ment.’’ It also rebuked Iran for discrimina-
tion against minorities, including Chris-
tians, Jews, Sunnis, and the Baha’is. 

Gender discrimination and violence 
against women in Iran continue to give 
cause for grave concern. The parliament has 
called for placing more restrictions on wom-
en’s attire and on their social freedoms. Dep-
uties have also called for segregating men 
and women at universities and for other lim-
its on women’s activities. The number of 
publications closed down and of people ar-
rested, prosecuted and sentenced for the 
peaceful expression of their opinion has in-
creased. 

While the human rights situation deterio-
rated in Iran, the public discontent has been 
on the rise. 

POLITICAL DISSENT IN IRAN 
Over the past year, hundreds of anti-gov-

ernment demonstrations were held in Iran, 
further destabilizing the regime. Originating 
with complaints over municipal issues, a se-
ries of anti-regime demonstrations that 
erupted in 2004 in many provincial cities, 
such as Feraydoun Kenar, Boukan, and the 
earthquake-stricken city of Barn, reportedly 
targeted government buildings, vehicles, and 
security forces. 

In December 2004, students at Tehran Uni-
versity gave President Khatami an angry 
and humiliating reception when he admitted 
to the role he played in preserving the re-
gime. They shouted, ‘‘Shame, shame’’ while 
calling him a liar and demanding his res-
ignation. 

The anti-regime movement, partly derailed 
by the false expectations aroused as a result 
of the election of Khatami as president in 
1997, has now gained a new momentum. The 
disillusionment of the population with 
Khatami took place in July 1999, when he 
failed to support a student demonstration 
that turned into a six -day popular uprising, 
spreading to 19 cities and shaking the foun-
dations of the regime. In the midst of a 
bloody crackdown on the students, Khatami 
opted to stand by the establishment; many 
believe he may have ordered some of the 
crackdown himself. 

The opposition movement meanwhile con-
tinued its expansion, and since 1999, many 
student demonstrations and popular protests 
have rocked Tehran and other cities. 
IN SEARCH OF A NEW APPROACH TOWARD IRAN: 

OPTIONS 
Some American policy advisors urge the 

administration to refrain from taking a hard 
line with Tehran because they interpret re-

cent developments inside Iran as pointing to 
an impending collapse of the system, much 
like the Soviet implosion that led to the end 
of the communist regime in the USSR. Other 
policymakers advocate engagement with the 
ruling clerics in Tehran in order to solve 
controversial issues outstanding between the 
two countries. 

In a difficult atmosphere of diplomatic 
gridlock, internal and international ideolog-
ical divisions, and faced with an unappealing 
slate of military options, the United States 
needs a broad set of options. This paper out-
lines a full spectrum of approaches toward 
Iran, beginning with diplomacy and moving 
through increasingly more coercive meas-
ures, culminating with an outright commit-
ment to regime change. 

DIPLOMACY 
Proponents of the diplomatic approach 

hold that the United States has not offered 
enough carrots to Iran to address its security 
concerns. In addition, it is necessary to con-
vince Tehran that it is in its own interests to 
abandon outlaw behavior, they contend. 

There are several carrots that might be of-
fered to the Iranian regime in the hope that 
a good-faith demonstration by the West to 
an approach of engagement would elicit de-
sired compliance with international norms 
of behavior. Most of these incentives have al-
ready been placed on the table. 

This diplomatic approach requires that 
Washington cooperate with Europeans to 
present a united front to the regime. With 
the example of U.S. resolve in Afghanistan 
and Iraq before them, the Iranian leadership 
might be persuaded to reach the appropriate 
conclusions, if the principal European inter-
locutors were to emphasize the limits of 
their ability to influence, much less control, 
American foreign policy decisions. In a 
version of ‘‘good cop— bad cop,’’ the message 
would be conveyed that there are con-
sequences for noncompliance that are beyond 
European ability to control. 

An effort to acknowledge the legitimacy of 
Iranian national desires for a civilian nu-
clear power program might provide Iran an 
opportunity to demonstrate its peaceful in-
tentions, according to diplomatic approach. 

To enhance the acknowledged benefit of 
exchange programs that bring foreign stu-
dents and business leaders to the United 
States for study and travel opportunities, 
Washington should look for ways to expand 
such exchange programs, consistent with the 
requirements of homeland security. 

COERCIVE DIPLOMACY 
A frank evaluation of the track record so 

far on attempts at diplomatic engagement 
with the ruling regime in Tehran must con-
clude that such an approach is not working 
and probably will not ever succeed, if not 
stiffened with more stringent measures. 
Such measures would begin exacting pen-
alties from Iran if it does not comply. 

At the top of the list of penalties are eco-
nomic sanctions, which will not succeed un-
less applied in concerted and cooperative 
fashion by all of Iran’s major Western trad-
ing partners. Such sanctions would include 
oil; ban on airline travel; prohibition of fi-
nancial transaction, bilateral or multilateral 
economic assistance, and general trade. 

Increased funding and strong congressional 
backing for radio and satellite television 
broadcasts into Iran would send the message 
that Washington wants to reach out to the 
Iranian people. Public statements of support 
from American officials in favor of impris-
oned and exiled Iranian political leaders 
would be an encouraging sign of support for 
the people. 

The U.S. State Department can send a 
strong message of disapproval to the regime 
in Tehran by refusing to issue visas to its 

United Nations representatives that would 
permit them to travel beyond the immediate 
radius surrounding New York City (as occa-
sionally has been done). 

In the same vein, the activities of Iran’s 
diplomatic representation at the regime’s in-
terest section in the Embassy of Pakistan in 
Washington, as well as at the regime’s UN 
mission in New York, should continue to be 
closely observed by the appropriate domestic 
intelligence and other agencies for possible 
unlawful activities that may include espio-
nage, threat, intimidation, or unlawful lob-
bying with Members of Congress. 

Also relevant is a threat of action by an 
international tribunal for Iranian leadership 
crimes. It might charge the leaders with sup-
port for transnational terrorism and human 
rights abuses. This threat might be made 
tangible by bringing a legal case against Su-
preme Leader Khamenei. 

Most important of all, the United States 
must stay the course in Iraq to ensure that 
a moderate system takes hold, which is rep-
resentative, committed to fairness for all 
Iraqis, and intolerant only of terrorism and 
violence. Helping the voices of moderate 
Iraqi Muslims to be heard and protecting 
them from intimidation by agents of Iranian 
terror should go a long way to encourage 
emergence of like-minded moderates within 
Iran. 

As efforts on the diplomatic front are 
under way, the United States should accel-
erate its outreach to the Iranian people, as 
part of the process to help them change their 
future. 

DESTABILIZATION 
Application of the diplomatic measures 

may not alter the regime’s behavior on those 
issues of paramount concern to the inter-
national community, such as support for ter-
ror, pursuit of WMD programs, meddling in-
side Iraq, and violation of its citizens’ 
human rights. If not, then Washington 
should be prepared to embrace a new option, 
short of direct military action, but which 
might have the best chance for success. 

The middle option would open a campaign 
of destabilization, whose aim would be to 
weaken the grip of the ruling regime over 
the Iranian people sufficiently that Iranian 
opposition groups inside the country and 
abroad are empowered to change the regime. 
To the extent that any or all of the foregoing 
diplomatic measures, coercive or not, are 
deemed useful, their application should be 
sustained during a destabilization phase. 

However implausible or unlikely to be 
taken seriously, an American call for Iranian 
Supreme Leader Khamenei and his cohorts 
‘‘to return to the mosque’’ might set the 
stage and be used as a point of departure for 
further negotiations. Such a call might give 
the international community a foundation 
upon which to build a case against the re-
gime. 

The next stage of an American-led cam-
paign to compel conformity to international 
norms of behavior would be to encourage Ira-
nian opposition groups. This is an option 
that has never actually been on the table 
and has not been explored sufficiently; this 
option relies on the Iranian opposition to 
take the lead role in coordinating a cam-
paign for regime change and establishing 
representative institutions. 

Secretary of State Condoleezza Rice told 
reporters on her February 2005 European 
trip, ‘‘The Iranian people should be no dif-
ferent from the Palestinians or Iraqis or 
other peoples around the world.’’ That is, the 
people of Iran are not immune to the wave of 
democracy in the Middle East. 

In January 2005, six prominent members of 
the U.S. Congress, led by House Inter-
national Relations subcommittee chair for 
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Middle East and Central Asia, Ileana Ros- 
Lehtinen (R–FL), as well as Tom Lantos (D– 
CA), Eric Cantor (R–VA), Howard Berman 
(D–CA), Steve Chabot (R–OH), and Gary Ack-
erman (D–NY), introduced the Iran Freedom 
Support Act (H.R. 282), with more than 50 co- 
sponsors. It would provide U.S. assistance to 
independent broadcasts into Iran and to pro- 
democracy groups. 

The best-known of the Iranian opposition 
groups is the Mujahideen-e Khalq (MEK). 
Founded in the 1960s by college students, the 
MEK participated in the 1979 revolution 
against the Shah, but quickly fell out with 
Ayatollah Khomeini, who executed thou-
sands of its members and leaders. Following 
the start of mass executions in June 1981, the 
group went underground, and many of its 
leaders fled to France from 1981 to 1986, after 
which the MEK took refuge in Iraq. 

While in Iraq, the group formed an army 
equipped with tanks, armored personnel car-
riers, and field guns, implementing cross- 
border attacks against the Iranian regime. 
The MEK network in Iran also carried out 
military operations against the Revolu-
tionary Guards and other government tar-
gets. The MEK has represented a significant 
security threat to the Iranian regime ever 
since the end of the Iran-Iraq War and could 
continue to do so, were it released from its 
circumscribed status in Iraq. 

United States policy toward the MEK has 
been ambivalent and controversial over the 
years and reached a nadir in 1997, when the 
Department of State placed the MEK on its 
Foreign Terrorist Organizations list. This in-
clusion was primarily a goodwill gesture to 
Mohammad Khatami, the newly-elected Ira-
nian president, whose administration was 
looked to with much hope for its reformist 
promise. Despite the State Department’s ac-
cusations that the MEK murdered Americans 
in mid 1970s and supported the U.S. embassy 
takeover in Tehran in 1980—charges the or-
ganization denies—the MEK has not at-
tacked or targeted U.S. interests since the 
1979 Iranian revolution. 

Nevertheless, the State Department added 
the major political wing of the Iranian oppo-
sition, NCRI, to the Department’s terrorist 
designation; previously, NCRI had operated 
in the United States as a legitimate, reg-
istered organization. 

Before surrendering hundreds of tanks and 
armored personnel carriers to the U.S. mili-
tary, the MEK had notable mechanized and 
infantry capabilities. The fledgling Iraqi 
Army uses some of this equipment, since 
2004. 

The MEK seems to have an impressive net-
work in Iran, where it has been gathering in-
telligence on Iran’s nuclear weapons pro-
gram as well as its activities in Iraq. The 
MEK published a book detailing the particu-
lars and pictures of nearly 22 thousand peo-
ple—mostly associated with the MEK—exe-
cuted for political charges by the Iranian 
government. 

There is sizable support among the exile 
Iranian community for the MEK, which 
often draws large crowds to its rallies and 
demonstrations in western capitals. 

THE MEK’S RELATIONSHIP WITH THE U.S. 
MILITARY IN IRAQ 

Months before the start of the 2003 War in 
Iraq, the United States’ major concern was 
Iraq’s eastern neighbor, and its perceived in-
volvement in the conflict that might have 
complicated the situation in the region. 
Washington, therefore, offered to alleviate 
Iran’s concerns by bombing and destroying 
the MEK, hoping to reach an accommodation 
with Iran in a post-Saddam Iraq. 

Days after the start of U.S. bombing of 
Saddam’s forces in late March and early 
April of 2003, Coalition planes heavily 

bombed nearly a dozen bases belonging to 
the MEK, killing dozens of fighters and 
wounding many more. 

U.S. Special Forces worked out a ceasefire 
agreement with the MEK in April 15, 2003, 
once the MEK consolidated its forces in a 
few camps north of Baghdad. The United 
States decided in May 2003 to disarm the 
group, and confiscated 2,139 tanks, armored 
personnel carriers, artillery pieces, air de-
fense artillery pieces, and miscellaneous ve-
hicles formerly in the MEK’s possession. 

In August 2003, in what appeared to be a re-
sponse to Iranian demands, the State De-
partment acted to close down the offices of 
MEK associate groups in Washington. 

Tehran has been particularly sensitive to 
the MEK activities inside Iran and abroad, 
signaling that it takes the dissident group 
most seriously. European governments and 
some U.S. administrations have used the 
MEK as bait to improve relations with 
Tehran. In a similar vein, the November 2004 
European Union nuclear agreement with 
Iran includes an EU promise to treat the 
MEK as a terrorist group, which addressed 
Iran’s security concerns. 

Although it is difficult if not impossible to 
gauge the level of support MEK enjoys in 
Iran, this organization is indisputably the 
largest and most organized Iranian opposi-
tion group. There are nearly 3,800 of its 
members in Camp Ashraf, 60 miles north of 
Baghdad. Females constitute nearly a third 
of its rank and file. 

As of February 2005, the State Department 
still listed the MEK as a foreign terrorist or-
ganization, despite calls for its removal from 
the list by many members of the U.S. Con-
gress and others. 

THE MEK AND OTHER OPPOSITION GROUPS 
SUPPORT OF U.S. INTERESTS 

The lack of viable intelligence about Iran 
continues to plague analysts and planners. 
As stated earlier, the MEK and NCRI re-
vealed much of the information that has 
been verified about Tehran’s nuclear weap-
ons programs. In this respect, Washington 
might consider using intelligence made 
available from opposition groups as lead in-
formation, i.e., to be verified using inde-
pendent means. 

A 16–month investigation by the State De-
partment and other government agencies of 
the MEK members in Iraq culminated in the 
2004 judgment that they were ‘‘protected per-
sons under the Fourth Geneva Convention,’’ 
and that there was no basis to charge any of 
them with terrorist actions. 

At this juncture in 2005, therefore, a review 
of U.S. policy concerning the MEK and the 
overall Iranian opposition is in order. The 
designation of the MEK as a foreign terrorist 
organization by the State Department has 
served, since 1997, as an assurance to the Ira-
nian regime that the United States has re-
moved the regime change option from the 
table. Removing the terrorist designation 
from the MEK could serve as the most tan-
gible signal to the Iranian regime, as well as 
to the Iranian people, that a new option is 
now on the table. Removal might also have 
the effect of supporting President Bush’s as-
sertion that America stands with the people 
of Iran in their struggle to liberate them-
selves. 

In the same way that the United States 
was receptive to South African anti-apart-
heid leaders and the Soviet Union’s anti- 
communist activists, Washington should in-
vite prominent opposition figures both in 
Iran and in exile to the United States. They 
might meet with U.S. officials, Members of 
Congress, academics, think tanks, and the 
media. The European Parliament offered 
such an example in December 2004, when it 
invited Maryam Rajavi, the president of the 

NCRI to its headquarters in Strasburg, where 
she offered an alternative view to that of the 
Iranian regime. Tehran’s angry reaction to 
this invitation served to highlight the effec-
tiveness of such measures. 

As an additional step, the United States 
might encourage the new Iraqi government 
to extend formal recognition to the MEK, 
based in Ashraf, as a legitimate political or-
ganization. Such recognition would send yet 
another signal from neighboring Iraq that 
the noose is tightening around Iran’s 
unelected rulers. 

In light of the MEK’s status as protected 
persons under the Fourth Geneva Convention 
and the continued protection that the U.S. 
military provides the group in Iraq, Wash-
ington has an opportunity to decide whether 
to return to the MEK its weapons, which 
would relieve responsibility from the Amer-
ican military for the protection of its camps 
and personnel. Such a move also would send 
an unambiguous signal to the Iranian regime 
that it faces an enabled and determined op-
position on its borders. 

Iranian groups, whether domestic or inter-
nationally-based, which seek to broadcast or 
publish pro-democracy messages inside the 
country might be provided with equipment, 
facilities, funding, and support. Relatively 
modest expenditures on such purposes can 
spell the difference between a capability for 
such groups to get their message out to 
international publics and in Iran. 

The United States should make it official 
policy to protest publicly cases of human 
rights violations, crackdown on Iranian stu-
dent demonstrators, and application of inhu-
mane and degrading punishments, such as 
stoning to death, flogging, eye gouging, and 
amputation. Washington should be particu-
larly vigilante in providing political and 
moral support to student demonstrators in 
Iran and hold Tehran accountable for the ar-
rest and killing of students during anti-gov-
ernment demonstrations. 

Should the United States reach a decision 
to support an explicit policy of regime 
change in Iran, a Presidential Finding would 
be a necessary first step, enabling many ac-
tivities by U.S. entities that cannot take 
place without such a finding. 

The United States should ensure that Iran 
understands that neither it nor the Iranian 
opposition will take any option off the table, 
if Iran remains unwilling to address ade-
quately international concerns about its nu-
clear programs in particular. The goal is to 
ensure that democracy, tolerance, and the 
rule of law are established in an Iran that 
abjures use of WMD, terrorism, and threats 
against its neighbors. Bringing Tehran’s fla-
grant non-compliance with the NPT before 
the U.N. Security Council would be an im-
portant first step. 

IN SEARCH OF A NEW APPROACH: THE MILITARY 
OPTION 

‘‘We do not want American armies march-
ing on Tehran,’’ then-Secretary of State 
Colin Powell said in November 2004. Despite 
the official position of the administration, 
there are some who suggest that given the 
failure of the engagement option over the 
past quarter century and the urgency to 
counter the Iranian threat, Washington 
should adopt a military option. Despite its 
risks and implications, they are willing to 
absorb the costs and consequences. Pro-
ponents of strikes believe that United States 
interests are better served by taking preven-
tive military action in the present than fac-
ing the future nightmare of a nuclear Iran 
with extensive regional dominance armed 
with the ideology of hate. 

Conventional force military options have a 
broad spectrum upon which to draw, which 
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individually or collectively might evoke dif-
ferent results and/or responses from the Ira-
nian regime. 

Air options include low-end, minimal-risk 
overflights of unmanned aerial vehicles into 
Iranian airspace for purposes of reconnais-
sance, psychological impact, testing of Ira-
nian response and capabilities. In addition, 
maximum options consist of airstrikes by 
manned aircraft and drones as well as cruise 
missile attacks against targeted facilities, 
installations, bases, and command or re-
search centers. 

Naval options range from low end overt 
open waters surveillance and harassment of 
Iranian shipping to maximum options such 
as introduction of major forces into theater 
and a full blockade of Iranian ports and wa-
ters. 

On one hand, ground forces options include 
a low-end approach of pressuring Iran 
through the buildup of conventional ground 
forces and supporting logistics capability 
along borders and at strategic locations 
within the region. On the other hand, there 
are high-end options, such as a well-planned, 
fully-coordinated and -executed ground as-
sault into Iran. 

On one hand, Special Operations Forces op-
tions include low-end clandestine ground op-
erations supported by air insertion/extrac-
tion to acquire target information, emplace 
sensors or precision guidance beacons, or 
preposition arms/equipment for local insur-
gents. On the other hand, high-end options 
consist of direct action missions against pre- 
selected targets, link-up with indigenous 
forces to engage and attack government fa-
cilities, bases, and personnel. In total con-
text, combinations of the various minimal to 
maximum options provide a wide array of 
choices that can exert significant impact on 
Tehran and influence the regime economi-
cally, diplomatically, and politically. 

Given the above capabilities, potential 
military options include: 

Limited Actions: Clandestine insertions of 
Special Operations Forces to acquire preci-
sion target information, emplace remote 
sensors, and preposition arms/equipment. 
Such actions offer the ability to gather un-
obtrusively more reliable information than 
currently available through other military 
means; these actions also might establish 
sustainability for future operations. But, 
such actions do not cause the regime to 
react as long as such actions remain clandes-
tine and the regime unaware. There is the 
possibility of extremely negative reaction 
from various entities internationally and in 
Iran if such activity were compromised or 
uncovered. 

Moderate Actions: Limited naval blockade 
that overtly conducts surveillance and 
harasses Iranian flagged shipping; overt 
overflights of Iranian airspace by U.S. sur-
veillance aircraft and unmanned platforms; 
limited buildup of U.S. forces, supplies, and 
equipment in friendly countries adjacent to 
Iran; stationing of U.S. Marine amphibious 
forces off the coast; overt equipping of Ira-
nian dissident groups; limited precision 
strikes or special operations activities 
against known WMD targets or munitions 
factories. 

As such measures become increasingly 
visible to the international public, a nega-
tive reaction might occur from many quar-
ters, including, of course, Iran, which would 
seek diplomatic support in world forums to 
oppose U.S. activities. Assuming the effec-
tiveness of any actual military strikes that 
cause damage to Iran’s WMD or other indige-
nous military capabilities, such offensive 
measures would degrade Iran’s ability to em-
ploy/deploy its weapons against United 
States or other friendly interests. 

Outrage from some corners of the globe is 
to be expected; the possibility of loss or cap-

ture of some U.S. service personnel might 
create a new dimension to the problem; out-
right military action also might toughen the 
resolve of the Iranian regime and even turn 
some of the Iranian people against the at-
tacking forces. Serious consideration must 
be given to the likelihood that under the ex-
treme stress of being attacked, Iran might 
unleash Hizballah and other terrorist organi-
zations around the world to launch terrorist 
attacks against United States and/or other 
friendly interests. The ultimate potential for 
pulling Washington into a full-scale military 
confrontation with Iran must be weighed be-
fore any military action, however limited, is 
considered. 

Maximum actions: Full-scale naval block-
ade, the landing of U.S. Marine Corps am-
phibious forces at strategic locations, intro-
duction of airborne, Ranger, Green Beret, or 
SEAL forces to seize key objectives, and 
crossborder invasion by land forces. All these 
actions would be fully supported by pre-
paratory airstrikes intended to disable and 
destroy command and control centers, anti- 
aircraft capabilities, as well as key military 
and logistics centers. 

Full-scale military invasion on the scale of 
Iraq or Afghanistan would be a very serious 
step, embarked upon with only one ultimate 
objective in mind: the overthrow of the re-
gime in Tehran and the forcible occupation 
of the country. In addition to the destruc-
tion of regular army, IRGC, and MOIS mili-
tary units together with their armaments, 
such an invasion would also number among 
its objectives the elimination of Iran’s WMD 
programs, and thereby, the ending of WMD 
threats from Iran. 

Full-scale military invasion of Iran, even if 
supported by an international coalition, 
would be likely to elicit outrage from many 
corners of the globe. An invasion would be 
likely to incur higher casualties and a much 
longer period of intense, widespread conflict 
than that experienced in Iraq. Given the size 
and population of Iran, a full-scale invasion 
would require a force several times the size 
of the force in Iraq; continued strain on the 
overall U.S. military structure and its avail-
able resources would affect long-term sus-
tainability of any such operation and the 
overall ability of U.S. armed forces to re-
spond to crises elsewhere. 

CONCLUSION: 
Recall the nuclear time clock that is tick-

ing down as Iran drives to reach nuclear 
weapons capability. If the regime continues 
to prove intransigent with respect to ful-
filling its obligations under the NPT, the 
international community may not have the 
luxury of pursuing only a regime change pol-
icy. The theocratic leadership in Tehran 
must know that they will not be permitted 
to achieve a nuclear bomb status. A military 
option, which could include limited strikes 
against Iran’s nuclear program infrastruc-
ture, clearly would be a last option but must 
clearly be understood to remain on the table. 

Given the realities in the region and the 
fact that the United States continues to be 
engaged in Afghanistan and Iraq, a full-scale 
military invasion is the least appealing of all 
the options on the table for dealing with 
Iran. Nevertheless, as the ultimate means of 
ensuring U.S. national security interests, 
such military action must remain unambig-
uously among the options at U.S. disposal. 

The moderate action option that includes 
limited military strikes would at best buy 
time while leaving intact or even enhancing 
the overall threat of the regime in areas like 
terrorism, opposition to the Arab-Israel 
peace process, and involvement in Iraq. Nev-
ertheless, limited, precision military strikes, 
executed according to high quality targeting 
information with minimal collateral damage 

and casualties might not only set back Iran’s 
nuclear program to a significant degree but 
likely would also help destabilize the regime. 

In addition, diplomacy pursued by the Eu-
ropeans and several U.S. administrations has 
produced little tangible result over the past 
quarter century. And unless the potential for 
U.N. Security Council sanctions is on the 
table, diplomacy is likely to yield few re-
sults in the future. 

While keeping open diplomatic and mili-
tary options, Washington should consider a 
third alternative, one that provides a central 
role for the Iranian opposition to facilitate 
regime change. 

APPENDIX 
IRAN POLICY COMMITTEE (IPC)—CO-CHAIR 
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James Akins, Ambassador (ret.): James 

Akins was U.S. ambassador to Saudi Arabia 
during the Nixon administration. An inter-
nationally respected expert on Middle East 
and energy issues, Akins has been an active 
and outspoken proponent for a just resolu-
tion of the Arab-Israeli conflict and a pre-
scient analyst of the Middle East peace proc-
ess and Arab politics in general. Author 
Jean-Jacques Servan Schreiber has called 
Akins ‘‘the westerner who knows the most 
about the Middle East and has the closest re-
lationship of trust with its leaders.’’ 

Lt. Col. Bill Cowan, USMC (ret.), co-found-
er of wvc3, inc.: Bill Cowan is an internation-
ally acknowledged expert in areas of ter-
rorism, homeland security, intelligence, and 
military special operations. A retired Marine 
Corps officer, Cowan spent three-and-a-half 
years on combat assignments in Vietnam. 
From 1989 through 1994, Cowan was involved 
in numerous operations in the Middle East in 
response to terrorist incidents and the hold-
ing of Western hostages in Beirut and Ku-
wait. He was directly involved in every facet 
of the Beirut hostages drama, including 
international negotiations leading to their 
release in 1991. 

In 1990, on behalf of a major New York law 
firm and working with former CIA Director 
Bill Colby, he organized and successfully 
conducted a series of operations resulting in 
the repatriation of a number of Western hos-
tages from Iraqi-occupied Kuwait. Cowan is a 
FOX News Channel contributor and a co- 
founder of the WVC3 Group, a company pro-
viding homeland security services, support 
and technologies to government and com-
mercial clients. 

Paul Leventhal, Founder and President, 
Nuclear Control Institute: Paul Leventhal 
founded the Nuclear Control Institute (NCI) 
in 1981 and served as its President for 22 
years prior to becoming Senior Advisor and 
Founding President in June 2002. He pre-
pared four books for the Institute and lec-
tured in a number of countries on nuclear 
issues, including as Distinguished Visiting 
Fellow at Cambridge University’s Global Se-
curity Programme. Prior to establishing 
NCI, Leventhal held senior staff positions in 
the United States Senate on nuclear power 
and proliferation issues. 

Leventhal was Special Counsel to the Sen-
ate Government Operations Committee and 
Staff Director of the Senate Nuclear Regula-
tion Subcommittee; Leventhal was respon-
sible for the investigations and legislation 
that resulted in enactment of two landmark 
nuclear laws—the Energy Reorganization 
Act of 1974 and the Nuclear Non-Prolifera-
tion Act of 1978. He also served as co-director 
of the Senate Special Investigation of the 
Three Mile Island Nuclear Accident and As-
sistant Administrator for Policy and Plan-
ning at the U.S. National Oceanic and At-
mospheric Administration (NOAA). 
Leventhal holds a bachelor’s degree from 
Franklin and Marshall College and a mas-
ter’s degree from the Columbia University 
Graduate School of Journalism. 
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Dr. Neil Livingstone, CEO, Global Options, 

Inc., an international risk management and 
business solutions company, headquartered 
in Washington. Livingstone is author of nine 
books on terrorism and national security 
topics and more than 200 articles that have 
appeared in such publications as The Wash-
ington Post, The New York Times, and The 
Wall Street Journal. He serves on numerous 
corporate and other advisory boards, and has 
appeared on more than 1100 television pro-
grams. He holds an A.B. from the College of 
William and Mary, three master’s degrees, 
and a Ph.D. from the Fletcher School of Law 
and Diplomacy. 

R. Bruce McColm, President Institute for 
Democratic Strategies and Former Presi-
dent, International Republican Institute: 
McColm is the President of Democratic 
Strategies, a non-profit organization com-
mitted to strengthening democratic proc-
esses abroad. For the past 25 years, he has 
been actively involved in the global move-
ment toward democracy and has written ex-
tensively on political transitions in Latin 
America, Africa, and Central Europe. He has 
served on numerous boards of directors and 
acts as a trustee for various private founda-
tions and advocacy groups. McColm served 
as president of the International Republican 
Institute, where he extended the organiza-
tion’s capacity to provide technical assist-
ance on economic and political reform 
around the world, introducing the use of in-
formation technologies to democracy pro-
grams. Previously, McColm worked in a vari-
ety of capacities at Freedom House, a New 
York-based human rights organization and 
also was elected a member of the InterAmer-
ican Commission of Human Rights by the 
General Assembly of the Organization of 
American States (OAS). McColm was edu-
cated at William College, Harvard Univer-
sity, and the University of Chicago. 

Lt. General Thomas McInerney USAF, 
(Ret.): General McInerney established his 
own consulting firm, GRTT (Government Re-
form Through Technology) in January 2000. 
Working with high-tech companies that do 
business with federal, state, city, and local 
governments, GRRT helps them introduce 
advanced technology into the private sector. 
From 1996–1999, Gen. McInerney was Chief 
Executive Officer and President of Business 
Executives for National Security (BENS), a 
national, nonpartisan organization of busi-
ness and professional leaders, with head-
quarters in Washington. Prior to joining 
BENS, Gen. McInerney was Vice President of 
Command and Control for Loral Defense Sys-
tems-Eagan. He joined Loral (then Unisys 
Electronic Systems Division) in 1994, fol-
lowing 35 years as a pilot, commander, and 
Joint Force Commander in the United States 
Air Force. Gen. McInerney retired from mili-
tary service as Assistant Vice Chief of Staff 
of the Air Force and as Director of the De-
fense Performance Review (DPR), reporting 
to the Secretary of Defense. In that capac-
ity, he led the Pentagon’s ‘‘reinventing gov-
ernment’’ effort, visiting more than 100 lead-
ing edge commercial companies to assimi-
late their ideas about business re-
engineering. 

Gen. McInerney earned a Bachelor of 
Science degree at the U.S. Military Academy 
in 1959 and a master’s degree in international 
relations from George Washington Univer-
sity in 1972. He completed Armed Forces 
Staff College in 1970 and the National War 
College in 1973. Gen. McInerney is a member 
of several Boards of Directors. 

Captain Charles T. ‘‘Chuck’’ Nash, USN 
(ret.) is the founder and President of Emerg-
ing Technologies International, Inc. (ETII). 
The company’s focus is to understand mili-
tary requirements and then actively search 
out and identify high leverage, emerging 

technologies that can be inserted quickly 
and inexpensively into tools for the U.S. 
military. Clients include government labora-
tories and commercial technology compa-
nies. Previously, Capt. Nash served as Vice 
President, Emerging Technologies Group, 
Santa Barbara Applied Research, Inc. For 25 
years before that, Capt. Nash served as an of-
ficer in the U.S. Navy, accumulating over 
4,300 hours of flight time and 965 carrier 
landings on nine different aircraft carriers as 
a Naval Aviator. He served in a variety of 
command positions with Naval Operations at 
the Pentagon and U.S. Naval Forces Europe 
and has filled billets with U.S. and foreign 
special operations forces in Turkey, North-
ern Iraq and elsewhere. Capt. Nash pre-
viously served on the Defense Threat Reduc-
tion Agency (DTRA) and on the Naval Air 
Systems Command (NAVAIR) Expert Panel 
for the Supersonic Cruise Missile Advanced 
Concept Technology Demonstration. He was 
a sponsor and co-chairman of the OPNAV 
High Speed Strike Information Day, Johns 
Hopkins Applied Physics Laboratory 
(JHAPL). Currently, he serves on a number 
of Boards of Directors and is an advisor to 
the Chairman of the Board of Isothermal 
Systems Research, Inc. and to the President 
and CEO of Vision Technologies Inter-
national, Inc. Capt. Nash earned his B.S. in 
Aeronautics from Parks College of Aero-
nautical Technology, St. Louis University 
and attended the National War College at 
Fort L. J. McNair in Washington. Currently 
a Fox News Channel Military Analyst, Capt. 
Nash frequently appears on the network to 
discuss military, terrorism and aviation 
issues. 

Lt. General Edward Rowny, USA (ret.): 
General Rowny began his military career fol-
lowing graduation from the Johns Hopkins 
University and the U.S. Military Academy, 
two Masters degrees from Yale University 
and a Ph.D. from American University. He 
fought in WW II, Korea, and Vietnam, com-
manding units from platoon to Corps size. 
Later, he served in the 1970s and 1980s as an 
advisor to the SALT II talks and as the chief 
negotiator of the START negotiations, with 
the rank of ambassador. From 1985 to 1990, he 
was Special Advisor for Arms Control to 
Presidents Ronald Reagan and George H.W. 
Bush. In 1989, President Reagan awarded him 
the Presidential Citizens Medal. The citation 
reads that Gen. Rowny is ‘‘one of the prin-
cipal architects of America’s policy of peace 
through strength. As an arms negotiator and 
as a presidential advisor, he has served 
mightily, courageously, and nobly in the 
cause of peace and freedom.’’ In 1991, Ambas-
sador Rowny retired from government and 
currently consults on international affairs. 

Professor Raymond Tanter, Former Senior 
Staff Member, National Security Council: 
Raymond Tanter is Visiting Professor at 
Georgetown University, where he teaches 
courses on International Relations and Ter-
rorism. Tanter is adjunct scholar at The 
Washington Institute for Near East Policy 
and was scholar-in-residence at the Middle 
East Institute in Washington. He researched 
U.S. policy options regarding Iran at both 
think tanks. After receiving a Ph.D. from In-
diana University in 1964, Prof. Tanter taught 
at Northwestern, Stanford, and the Hebrew 
University of Jerusalem. Tanter was a fellow 
at the Hoover Institution at Stanford and 
the Woodrow Wilson International Center in 
Washington and a Fulbright scholar, Univer-
sity of Amsterdam. In 1975, Tanter spent a 
month as scholar-in-residence at the Amer-
ican Embassy, Tokyo, lecturing on petro-
leum interruption scenarios, with special 
reference to the Middle East. In 1967, Tanter 
was deputy director of behavioral sciences at 
the Advanced Research Projects Agency of 
the U.S. Department of Defense and a mem-

ber of the Civilian Executive Panel, Chief of 
Naval Operations, 1980–1981. He served at the 
White House on the National Security Coun-
cil staff, 1981–1982. In 1983–1984, he was per-
sonal representative of the Secretary of De-
fense to arms control talks in Madrid, Hel-
sinki, Stockholm, and Vienna. He is a mem-
ber of the Council on Foreign Relations. 
Among Tanter’s publications is Rogue Re-
gimes: Terrorism and Proliferation, New 
York: St. Martin’s Press, 1997. Tanter is a 
member of the Council on Foreign Relations, 
Committee on the Present Danger, American 
Political Science Association, and the Iran 
Policy Committee. 

Major General Paul E. Vallely, USA (Ret.): 
General Vallely retired in 1991 from the U.S. 
Army as Deputy Commanding General, U.S. 
Army Pacific in Honolulu, Hawaii. Gen. 
Vallely graduated from the U.S. Military 
Academy at West Point and was commis-
sioned in the Army in 1961, serving a distin-
guished career of 32 years in the Army. He 
served in many overseas theaters, including 
Europe and the Pacific Rim countries, as 
well as two combat tours in Vietnam. He has 
served on U.S. security assistance missions 
on civilian-military relations in locales 
around the world. Gen. Vallely is a graduate 
of the Infantry School, Ranger and Airborne 
Schools, Jumpmaster School, the Command 
and General Staff School, The Industrial Col-
lege of the Armed Forces and the Army War 
College. His combat service in Vietnam in-
cluded positions as infantry company com-
mander, intelligence officer, operations offi-
cer, military advisor and aide-de-camp. He 
has over 15 years experience in Special Oper-
ations, Psychological and Civil-Military Op-
erations. Gen. Vallely was one of the first 
nominees for Assistant Secretary of Defense 
for Special Operations under President 
Reagan and commanded the 351st Civil Af-
fairs Command during the 1980s. He has 
served as a consultant to the Commanding 
General of the Special Operations Command 
as well as the Department of Defense Anti- 
Drug and Counter-Terrorist Task Forces. 
Gen. Vallely is a military analyst for Fox 
News Channel and is a guest on many nation-
ally-syndicated radio talk shows. He also is a 
guest lecturer on the War on Terror and has 
just co-authored a book entitled The 
Endgame, Winning the War on Terror. 

Clare M. Lopez, Executive Director, IPC is 
a strategic policy and intelligence analyst 
with a focus on Middle East, homeland secu-
rity, national defense, and counterterrorism 
issues. Based for the last five years in the 
private sector environment of the Wash-
ington metro area, Lopez began her career as 
an operations officer with the Central Intel-
ligence Agency (CIA), serving domestically 
and abroad for 20 years in a variety of as-
signments. Lopez served as a Senior Intel-
ligence Analyst, Subject Matter Expert, and 
Program Manager for the Alexandria, VA 
firm, HawkEye Systems, LLC. Lopez pre-
viously produced Technical Threat Assess-
ments for U.S. Embassies at the Department 
of State, Bureau of Diplomatic Security, 
where she worked as a Senior Intelligence 
Analyst for Chugach Systems Integration. 
During Lopez’s CIA career, she served under 
diplomatic cover in various postings around 
the world, acquiring extensive regional ex-
pertise with a career focus on the former So-
viet Union, Central and Eastern Europe and 
the Balkans. She has served in or visited 
over two dozen nations worldwide and speaks 
several languages, including Spanish, Bul-
garian, French, German, and Russian. Lopez 
began a study of Arabic in 2003 at the De-
partment of Agriculture Graduate School be-
fore transferring to the Middle East Insti-
tute (MEI) in downtown Washington. 

Lopez received a B.A. in Communications 
and French from Notre Dame College of Ohio 
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and an M.A. in International Relations from 
the Maxwell School of Syracuse University. 
She completed Marine Corps Officer Can-
didate School (OCS) in Quantico, Virginia 
before declining a commission in order to 
join the CIA. Lopez is a Visiting Researcher 
and an occasional guest lecturer on 
counterterrorism, national defense, and 
international relations at Georgetown Uni-
versity. Lopez is a member of the Inter-
national Association of Counterterrorism 
and Security Professionals (IACSP), Women 
in International Security (WIIS) and the 
Middle East Institute (MEI). 
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RECOGNIZING THE ACHIEVEMENTS 
OF THE RELAY FOR LIFE AND 
THE AMERICAN CANCER SOCIETY 

HON. HENRY CUELLAR 
OF TEXAS 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 
Wednesday, April 27, 2005 

Mr. CUELLAR. Mr. Speaker, I rise today to 
recognize the Relay for Life, a charity event 
that has helped us in the war against cancer. 

The Relay for Life celebrates the survivors 
of cancer and further helps to raise funds for 
the American Cancer Society. It serves to 
bring people from every age group, religious 
denomination, political affiliation, and racial 
background together in the common cause of 
fighting cancer. 

The American Cancer Society estimates 
that over 86,880 new cases of cancer will alter 
the lives of Texans this year. When we look at 
these numbers it is important to see past the 
statistics. This number of 86,880 represents 
86,880 mothers, 86,880 fathers, sisters, broth-
ers, best friends, and spouses. This number 
represents the people that we care about the 
most; this figure impacts our families. 

In keeping with my vow and promise to help 
keep our families strong and healthy, I am 
honored to provide the participants of this im-
portant event with both my presence and 
blessing. I thank all of you for your passionate 
dedication for family, friends, state, and nation. 

f 

ENERGY POLICY ACT OF 2005 

SPEECH OF 

HON. TODD TIAHRT 
OF KANSAS 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday, April 21, 2005 

The House in Committee of the Whole 
House on the State of the Union had under 
consideration the bill (H.R. 6) to ensure jobs 
for our future with secure, affordable, and re-
liable energy; 

Mr. TIAHRT. Mr. Chairman, I rise today in 
strong support of H.R. 6, the Energy Policy 
Act of 2005. This comprehensive energy bill is 
a bipartisan effort to bring lower energy prices 
to consumers while spurring our economy to-
ward growth for the future. Hundreds of thou-
sands of jobs will be created, energy con-
servation will be promoted and our environ-
ment will be cleaner as a result of the policies 
in this bill. 

House Republicans have a track record of 
passing energy legislation in both the 107th 
Congress and the 108th Congress. But we 
were unfortunately not able to get a bill to the 
President due to unwillingness by Senate 
Democrats. 

I am hopeful this year will be different and 
that Congress will finally pass an energy pol-
icy that will take our country forward. I know 
Kansans in my district are tired of paying high 
prices for gasoline, and they want a good en-
ergy bill passed soon. The longer we wait to 
pass a national energy plan, the longer it will 
take to counter rising energy costs. The En-
ergy Policy Act of 2005 is a huge step in the 
right direction and will help both the public and 
private sector address our energy needs for 
years to come. 

H.R. 6 promotes clean coal technology and 
provides incentives for renewable energies 
such as ethanol, biomass, wind, solar and 
hydroelectricity. 

I am very pleased H.R. 6 includes a Renew-
able Fuels Standard that will help introduce up 
to five billion gallons a year by 2012. The 
more ethanol and biodiesel is used by drivers 
across America, the cleaner our air will be. 
Plus, we will be providing America’s farming 
communities with alternative income opportu-
nities for commodities such as corn and soy-
beans. 

I have spoken to numerous Kansas farmers 
who say over and over again that the ethanol 
provisions contained in the energy bill are 
good for our struggling rural communities. 
Many counties and small towns in Kansas 
have faced years of declining populations. 
Whenever we can provide increased economic 
opportunities for rural communities while pro-
viding for our nation’s energy needs, we cre-
ate a win-win situation. 

Another promising renewable energy source 
is wind energy. There are plenty of places in 
the great State of Kansas where landowners 
are eager and willing to work with private in-
vestors to capture this abundant natural re-
source and turn it into usable energy. Anyone 
who has visited our State will know we have 
plenty of wind. By reauthorizing the Renew-
able Energy Production Incentive program to 
provide renewable energy production incen-
tives for wind, we are giving landowners and 
businesses the assistance needed to tap into 
this underutilized energy source. 

This legislation also establishes a Depart-
ment of Energy rebate program for renewable 
energy systems installed in homes or small 
businesses. And the Federal Government is 
directed to use more renewable energy in fu-
ture years with a goal of using 7.5 percent or 
more by 2013. 

By promoting forms of renewable energy, 
we are helping move our country toward a 
more sustainable energy future. 

In addition to promoting renewable energy 
sources and looking toward the future, this en-
ergy bill also addresses the realities of our en-
ergy needs today. Americans everywhere are 
frustrated with high gasoline prices. One of the 
contributing factors to high fuel prices is the 
fact that the United States has not built a 
large-scale refinery in over 20 years. And 
since 1981, half of the refineries have been 
shut down. When we not only cease building 
new refineries, but we reduce the number of 
facilities needed to produce fuel, it is no won-
der gasoline prices continue to steadily rise. 

H.R. 6 helps address rising fuel costs by 
providing an accelerated review and approval 
process for new refinery facilities in a refinery 
revitalization zone. The energy bill designates 
certain areas as refinery revitalization zones 
based on a region’s previous refining or manu-
facturing experience and current unemploy-
ment rate. 

The United States depends on foreign 
sources of oil for 62 percent of our Nation’s 
supply, and that percentage is projected to in-
crease to 75 percent within 5 years. Not only 
is our demand for oil rising, but global crude 
oil demand is increasing, particularly in coun-
tries like China. We must take action to re-
duce our dependence on foreign oil. 

This energy bill has several provisions that 
help us do just that. It expands our domestic 
supply by increasing domestic oil and gas ex-
ploration and development on non-park Fed-
eral lands. And by requiring five billion gallons 
of renewable fuel by 2012, we will save 1.6 
billion barrels of oil by 2012. 

The Energy Policy Act of 2005 promotes a 
cleaner environment by encouraging new in-
novations and the use of alternative power 
sources by launching a state-of-the-art pro-
gram to enable hydrogen fuel cell cars to com-
pete in the marketplace by 2020. This is just 
one example of how we are encouraging 
ideas to move from conception to application 
in the marketplace. 

H.R. 6 requires the Department of Energy to 
develop a plan outlining technical milestones 
as well as technical and non-technical hurdles 
to hydrogen vehicles and their associated in-
frastructure. The hydrogen program is to be 
conducted as a partnership between public 
and private enterprises to address the produc-
tion of hydrogen from diverse sources. 

Hydrogen can be produced from fossil fuels, 
hydrogen-carrier fuels and renewable energy 
resources, including biomass and nuclear en-
ergy. The program also addresses pipeline hy-
drogen transmission, convenient refueling, ad-
vanced vehicle technologies, hydrogen stor-
age and the development of necessary codes 
and standards. 

The legislation authorizes $200 million for 
the ‘‘Clean Cities’’ program, which will provide 
grants to state and local governments to ac-
quire alternative fueled vehicles. 

H.R. 6 will improve our Nation’s electricity 
transmission capacity and reliability. By pro-
viding for expedited siting processes on both 
Federal and private lands, transmission lines 
will be able to be more efficiently and quickly 
placed so power can be transmitted across 
the country. The bill also greatly improves the 
operation and reliability of electric transmission 
networks by providing for open access to 
transmission lines not previously subject to the 
same open access requirements. The Federal 
Energy Regulatory Commission is directed to 
do an incentive rate rulemaking and to provide 
for participant funding. 

The Energy Policy Act of 2005 promotes in-
vestment in the electric sector by repealing ex-
isting Public Utility Holding Company Act re-
quirements and replacing them with authority 
for Federal and State regulators to examine 
relevant books and records. 

H.R. 6 promotes more natural gas explo-
ration. Many Kansans rely on natural gas to 
fuel stoves, furnaces, water heaters, clothes 
dryers and even backyard barbeques. Natural 
gas is the cleanest fossil fuel, resulting in ap-
proximately 50 percent less carbon dioxide 
than coal and a third less carbon dioxide than 
oil. But those who rely on this energy source 
have seen their bills skyrocket. 

Provisions in H.R. 6 allow for more natural 
gas exploration and development by providing 
royalty relief for deep and ultra-deep gas wells 
in the shallow waters of the Gulf of Mexico. 
Improved access to North America’s abundant 
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